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n J a PC \ o- a o "sl' k. \ h e f rho < .h-<s.V inp r^U^ i& .-^r^too si ^ b 
recs.ted in cmm i, 

'..^ e> * or K\]ih\h 1 \^ <i i K Cv tcvl ^ubb i^o! t tc\n td or . . u^sUdU-iii ^l . «Cv li^ss ^ u.^ i 
wj ; ''^anc , t. - .a, tfi 22 )^ to- pel ' ^ ' tOi a\< 0 -ab<:i j.c ^ as.nt a l-s-^smh t'^-'^o 

^poLi.jlf^'. csfi^' axi.i"'!' rc ^oj-joiK^- ar 5- .^ Ja' i^b^.'^'^v 
oi .r<^ iiat >Ki>\ 2" io pod .ce -nb^i ate 
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layer 22 is tlieo dcyx^sitod, Accordirigly, the epitaxial hycr 22 (\\ hidj the rejecuors oqiuues with 
tilt crystalUne sen-ic.niduclor film recited in claim 1) cannot be said lo be formed on the oxide 
layer, Thxis.. since epitaxial layer 22 is fomicd direcUy on tine coriduftive substnuc 20, fonnsuon 
of the epitaxial hivcr 22 does not constituic "^briniiig a crystal line semicor;Gocr.or tllfn on 2n 
insiilafiiig surrace," as reciied ir^ ciain's ], and die rejection should be withdiawn, 

Secoiid, while the rejection asscns that fan-eiikopf teaches introducing a dopant impuriiy 
tiirough die oxide 168.. the reieetion appears to ignore the furtber recitation in chiim 1 thai the 
dopant i.rBpurity is ir-troduced into li-e erystalliiie semitonducior (whdcii the rcicer.ion 
equates wiih the lower epitaxial layei 23). .Moreover, in prcseiuing a.rgumeiits aboi^t the 
Lonceturation protile of the dopant innvarity, the reieeticn. ackrwwledges tiiai the dopaiit is noJ 
i-itr^xinccd into Ihc layer 22, 

i/j respoiise io thss t^rgmnefU, the fasai aaion states n'lejbnowing: 

^ppit,M' >>ijii< i\it 1\ 1 ip Me^Jie 1 V i>< 00 i.ccd 111! tic Vi^ 
senucoj-ducior insulating idrn ■ however this is not persuasix e because the nsask 
Q.Kide hits holes whicii expose the layer to in^piu-ities. 

.As best understood, diis argurneni is io die ericct Uiat introducing an impurity through holes in 
the oxidc 168 con^iitLstes introducing a dopant ^'through' " the insulaiing film such that a peak of a 
coneentriiiior. protile of the dopani intpirrhy is located i.n the insulating fdnu as reeded .in claim 
1, Apphcani disagrees, since introducing th^e dopani througli a region thai, docs mi include the 
oxide 16S does not consritute introducing "ihrough'' tlie oxide 168, 

Moreover, tlie o.Ksde U>S cannot conslituie the insuhning hhn reeiied in eiain- I since., as 
noted bv Farreukopf at col. 22, lijtc 25, the oxidc 1 6S is re.tr:0\ e.d. As such, the oxide : bS cannoi 
be said lo be an insulating film over wi\ieli a gate electrode is Sbnned, as recited in eiai.n> 1 . 

For at least U$ese reasons, the rejeetioi-s shordd be wdiidnn-vn. 

Claiais 7 and 1 1 have been rcjecied as bei?>g unpaientabie over Farrcnkopf in vicvv of 
Takemura (TJ,S. Pate-n No. 5,40.?, 762), Apphearit requests recoiisideraiioT5 ai-id withdrawai of 
diis rejeetioji because Takeitnna does not rcniedy the I'ai lure of Farrer:.kopr to describe or suggest 
ihc subject maiter of claim i. 

Applicant submits thai all claims ,are iri condiiion fcir allciwancc. 
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